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INTRODUCTORY ESSAY’. 


‘“‘ WatTCcHMAN, what of the night? Watchman, what 
of the night?” is often asked still of those who 
have, in their degree, the office of watchman in the 
City of Gop. What signs are there of any approach- 
ing dawn from this chill night of separation and 
antagonism between those who say to Gop the 
same common profession of faith? They may be 
but bright streaks which one sees here and there ; 
yet these may not the less betoken the character of 
the coming dawn, and that Gop will send a gracious 
rain upon His inheritance, refreshing it when 
wearied. 

Years seem to do now the work of decennia; yet 
in so mighty a work as the Re-union of Christendom 
we cannot measure its approach by any calculations 
of human time. Nay, it will perhaps not sensibly 


1 Great pressure of labour prevented my reading more than 
one or two of the Essays on Re-union, to which these thoughts 
were prefixed. The place then which they occupied, at the wish 
of the Editor, only indicates a deep interest in the subject upon 
which they treat, not any opinion as to the way in which it is 
handled by any one, which mostly I do not know. 
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approach, until it is. If it were man’s work, one 
might look out for negotiations, conferences, the 
expression of the minds of the influential, the 
disposition or indisposition of powerful religious 
bodies. We might be discouraged by censures, 
disheartened by mistakes, sickened by the super- 
cilious tone of some in high station, cowed by re- 
buffs. But since the work, if wrought at all, must 
be the work of Gop, then all these human diffi- 
culties are but the mountains which have to be 
levelled as His pathway, the crooked places which 
have to be made straight. Absence of love and 
prayer and holiness are alone the real hindrances 
to Re-union. Before love and prayer all human 
obstacles are but as the barrier which hems in the 
accumulating weight of waters: when their full 
weight is gathered, the barrier will give way or be 
surmounted. 

Hindrances, then, or difficulties, or misconcep- 
tions, nay, one may say, indispositions, are but 
ordinary things. Opposition is so much encourage- 
ment. For misconceptions, when removed, won- 
derfully clear the sight, which they before impeded. 
The eye sees at once, when the cataract has been 
taken away. Opposition evinces men’s sense of 
the inherent strength of that which it opposes ; 
indisposition, which, from its dull sluggishness, is 
the weariest, most immovable drag, is but one of 
the “veteris vestigia fraudis” which prayer will in 
time quicken into life. 
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Obstacles! why what else but obstacles were to 
be expected, in a work which is for the glory of 
Gop, which aims at, prays for nothing less, than 
the removal of barriers which have suspended for 
eight centuries the intercommunion of East and 
West, and have for above three centuries kept us 
involved in the consequences of that original piteous 
quarrel with the East with which we personally had 
nothing to do, and those which severed from the 
Roman communion almost the whole Saxon element 
of Christendom? Matters are not ripe for nego- 
tiation; so it is no matter of surprise that an 
undefined statement of gravamina, such as I myself 
made, should, under powerful adverse influences, 
have been silenced at Rome, and that the book 
was put into the Index’, in company with two 
others which contained blasphemies against our 
Lorp’s All-Holiness. This last, if it be so, would 
seem to us a needless aggravation of pain. Yeta 
book has ere now been put into the Index, written 
by one in the Roman Communion, approved by 
Catholic authorities, because it contained “‘ Whole- 
some advice: from the B. V. to her indiscreet 
worshippers *.” No ground, then, has been lost, 


2 It was stated in the Weekly Register. 

? The “Monita salutaria B. Marie Virginis ad cultores suos 
indiseretos.’—Gant, 1673. Three French translations were 
published in the following year, one attributed to Gerberon, the 
learned Benedictine of St. Maur.—(Barbier, Dict. des Anonymes, 
No. 20,986.) The most remarkable approbation was that by 
the celebrated P. de Walemburg, suffragan to the Archbishop of 
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because no definite negotiations have been made. 
A book has simply been prohibited which con- 
tained matter both on that most tender subject and 
on the personal infallibility of the Pope, which 
were not likely to be approved by a Roman Con- 
gregation. They were Italian devotions (although 
domesticated in England), to which I mainly ex- 
cepted ; the exception, if noticed at all, was not 
likely to meet any favourable reception in Italy. 
From the very fact, too, that I imagined that I was 
writing upon what were not Articles of faith, I may 
have given pain and offence where I did not mean 
it‘. The idea itself, that the Council of Trent 
might be legitimately explained, so that it could 
‘be received. by Anglo-Catholics, and that our 
Articles contain nothing which is, in its gram- 


Cologne, a Divine of acknowledged authority. It was also 
approved by the Vicar General of the Province, by two Doctors 
of Divinity at Cologne, by the Arch-Priest and Censor of 
books at Gant. It was, however, put into the Index, in 
“whatever language it was or should be printed, until it 
should be reformed.” Bourdaloue was directed to preach 
against it. M. de Choiseul, Bp. of Tournay, “defended the 
approbation which he had given to the work, in a Pastoral 
letter, in which he set himself to show that the ‘Monita salu- 
taria’ contain nothing tending to diminish devotion to the 
B. V., and that the only object of the author was to hinder 
that devotion from degenerating into idolatry.”—Biog. Univ. 
v. Widenfeldt. 

* Since I wrote the above, one has informed me that a mem- 
ber of the Congregation of the Index stated to himself that the 


“Hirenicon” has not been put in the Index. The Index for 
1866 has not reached England. 


INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 7 


matical sense, adverse to the Council of Trent, 
remains untouched and unrepudiated. And this 
is the intellectual basis of a future union, when 
Gop shall have disposed men’s hearts on both sides 
to look the difficulties in the face, and the presence 
of the common foe, unbelief, shall have driven them 
together. Since Bossuet found no difficulty in 
accepting an exposition of the Augsburg Confes- 
sion, much less need there be any as to the Thirty- 
nine Articles, which are free from the special 
difficulties of Lutheranism. And when that ex- 
planation shall have been offered and accepted, the 
office of the Anglican Articles, in maintaining 
clear doctrinal truth on the one side, and in ex- 
plaining our insulated position on the other, will 
have ceased. The structure of some of them shows 
manifestly that they were intended to be tem- 
porary *®. This ad-interim office over, they would 
obviously cease to be. 

The conception of the possibility of Re-union is 
more than half-way to Re-union. It is a tov oro. 
Hope inspires courage, bounds over barriers, wings 
prayer. . The idea that Re-union is possible, appeals 
to the deepest feelings of our nature; it calls up 
all the longing which had been compressed and 
oppressed and chained down by hopelessness ; it 
touches the inmost chords of our supernatural life, 
the Oneness which we have in Cuarist. All we who 


® Art. xxxv. xxxvi. Art. xxxviii. also alludes to a passing 


fanaticism. 
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are, as we hope, of the soul of the Church, must be 
one in Curist ; all we who believe (as we confess 
in our Creeds) in “one Holy Catholic Apostolic 
Church,” must believe in the organic unity of those 
portions of it between whom intercommunion is 
suspended. We know that we are one; for what 
we believe we know; we must believe it, else our 
words would be false before Gop ; we do believe it; 
we have never doubted it. It may require some 
words to explain it, to reconcile the outward short- 
comings with our inward faith and knowledge; but 
faith sees more directly than intellect. Our child- 
hood’s faith no more doubted the oneness of the 
Church than our own existence, be the solution of 
the outward phenomena what it may. 

Why, then, should we not be one through inter- 
communion? There may be great difficulties ; 
there are. But, the hope called into being, the 
possibility of the breaking down of this partition- 
wall granted, our present state of severance is so 
obviously unnatural, so anti-natural, that the soul 
knows and feels that it cannot last for ever. The 
first crack of the ice is the earnest that the stream 
shall be unbound—that “He sendcth out His word 
-and melteth them; He bloweth with His wind and 
the waters flow.” 

Even humanly speaking, then, the fact that 
Gop has, to say the least, permitted this thought 
of union to fix itself in so many souls, is, in 
itself, an earnest of its accomplishment. Perhaps 
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it may be true that no great idea takes large 
possession of men’s minds, but that, in the 
Providence of God, it is in the way to be 
accomplished. For its underlying truth gives it 
force, its root in man’s affections insures its 
growth. The bud is the earnest of the fruit. 

So is it, probably, in truths and principles of 
nature. But the longing for Re-union is super- 
natural. It is the fruit of Divine love shed 
abroad in various hearts. It is the Divine con- 
viction, that what God willed must be. It is 
the sense of awakened consciences, that the duty 
which our Divine Redeemer enjoined, should be; 
that,» whatever grounds may have forced its 
suspension, it is a duty unfulfilled: that it must 
be fulfilled, if there be any way of fulfilling it, 
without sacrificing duties as sacred, as Divine, 
as solemnly enjoined; that we are bound, as we 
are His disciples, to see whether it cannot be 
fulfilled, how we can contribute to its fulfilment, 
whether the obstacles to its fulfilment may not 
be rightfully and lawfully surmounted. 

Whether then we look at it, as the voice of 
more awakened conscience, or deeper love, or 
loyalty to our Lorp’s commands (if not con-— 
trary to our other fealty to Him), or sense of 
the requisitions of our faith, or the expansion 
or realization of our belief, or all these severally in 
different persons, or unitedly in the same, it is 
a Divine impulse from Him Who ever has in His 
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hands human consciences and hearts and con- 
victions, the Author of our Faith, from Whose 
holy Inspiration alone “all holy desires, all good 
counsels, and all just works do proceed,” Whose 
Alone is “that most excellent gift of charity, the 
very bond of peace, and of all virtues.” 

This has been attested alike by that mingled 
fascination and awe with which the thought 
has been received. People have gazed at it, 
wondered at it, looked at it as a beautiful dream; 
yet while they thought it a dream they owned it 
beautiful. Few ventured to speak against it. 
For the greatness of the truth awed them. 
They said it was “impossible.” True! humanly 
speaking, “it is impossible.” And_ therefore, 
according to that deep saying, “I believe, because 
it is impossible ;’—for had not revealed truth been 
beyond the power and thought and capacity of man, 
it had not been supernatural and Divine—so we 
may say, “I hope, because it is impossible.” For 
the thought of what is humanly so impossible 
could not have come into so many minds of such 
different temperaments, hopefulness, convictions, 
unless He had inspired it Who can bring it to 
pass, and therefore inspired it, because He willed 
to effect it. He, “with Whom all things are 
possible.” 

On the one hand, then, repugnance, indifference, 
dislike, hostility, opposed convictions count as 
nothing. They are mere powers of nature. They 
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are but the ice which has to be melted. They 
are nothing new: they do but spring from a 
traditional system, an inveterate prejudice, a hope- 
lessness of any way out of our present state without 
sacrifice of truth, which we ourselves shared, until 
Gop taught us otherwise. But new hopes, new 
love, new yearnings, these come from Gop; for 
they can come from none beside. And it is the 
sporadic character of this new hope, love, yearnings, 
which at once is so remarkable and so bespeaks 
their Author. It is nothing to us that the 
incorrect. term “The Unity of Christendom” 
should be rejected as the object of common 
prayer, if the ‘“Re-union of Christendom” be 
owned as the object of prayer. It ‘is nothing, if 
hints as to the conditions of Re-union, suggested 
rather than expressed, purposely left vague in 
order to fix the minds of the English on the 
thought of its possibility and to avoid a pre- 
mature discussion of details, were misunderstood. 
It could hardly be otherwise. This alters nothing. 
Nor is it in the long run unhopeful, if, at the first 
look we, who long for a healthful Re-union, are 
treated by some with contempt, by others as rebels. 
This, too, was to be expected. But it is a great 
fact that, in the Greek Church, the late Patriarch 
of Constantinople, together with six members of the 
Synod, “the Metropolitans of Lemnos, Cos, Cyzicus, 
two Metropolitans from Thessaly, and one from 
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Illyria °,” venerable and earnest men from Europe, 
Asia, the Islands, should have received with 
expressions of deep satisfaction the commenda- 
tory letters of the Archbishop of Canterbury 
and others of our Bishops, and expressed them- 
selves “vrateful for this token of brotherly feel- 
ing, and preserved them in the Archives of the 
Patriarchate as a memorial of the opening of 
friendly relations between the two Churches.” 
When, besides, we find that the like preliminary 
dispositions to, and desire for Re-union was felt 
and expressed by the Patriarch of Antioch; that 
the Patriarch of Jerusalem (notwithstanding the 
ill-omened Anglo-German Episcopate there, which 
reverses one important object for which it was 
instituted, the cultivation of friendly relations 
with the orthodox Greek Church’,) received 
affectionately one known to have visited the East 
to promote this Re-union ; that the Metropolitan 
of Nazareth greeted the plan “as the salvation 
of the world;” that the devout Bishop of Mount 
Tabor was deeply interested in it; that the Bishops 
of Homs and Hamah were hearty in their approval, 
and that the Bishop of Smyrna expressed himself 
strongly in favour of Re-union; what can we say but, 


° Rev. G. Williams, fourth paper of Eastern Church Asso- 
ciation, p. 5. 
"See Archbishop Howley’s letter re-printed at the end of 


these remarks. 
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what on other occasions which so far exceeded 
our hopes, we have often said, “This is the 
Lorp’s doing, and it is marvellous in our eyes? 
Thanks be to Thee, O Lorp!” 

More remarkable yet is the largeness of mind 
and adherence to the old ecclesiastical rule and 
absence of ambition, evinced by the fact that 
one Bishop alone of all the Prelates with whom 
Mr. Williams conversed, seemed to think “that 
union was to be brought about by our adoption 
of the rite of the Orthodox Church” {of the 
East]. This was in conformity with the Council 
of Constantinople, which enacted that the several 
Bishops should not invade Churches beyond their 
boundaries, nor confuse the Churches, and, in the 
well-known canon, claimed only for Constantinople, 
‘‘an eminence of honour after the Bishop of Rome 
because it is new Rome *.” 

This coincides with an impression which some 
of us have entertained, that the restoration of 
union might be more easy with the Greco-Russian 
Church, because we have only to satisfy each other 
as to our orthodoxy; while, in other respects, each 
might live according to its own traditions. 

Nor are these mere vague declarations of kind- 
_ness, destined to melt away upon nearer acquaint- 
ance with each other. The learned and very 
thoughtful Metropolitan of Chios, Gregory of 


* Conc. Const. Can. 23. 
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Byzantium (already known for his well-considered 
plan for the Re-union of the Armenian Church), 
in a letter which he has allowed to be published in 
Greek and English*, while reserving details for 
hereafter, lays down the broad principle, that our 
agreement in the authoritative rule of faith must 
in time, ‘according to logical necessity and 
consequence,” insure our agreement as to the 
rest. And this agreement of principle he finds 
herein, that both the Greek and English Church 
“accept as the supreme and infallible criterion 
of Christian truth the Word of Gop, that is, the 
Holy Scripture, interpreted, however, by sacred 
tradition as embodied in the writings of the Godly- 
wise Fathers of every place and time (which is the 
expression of the Catholic mind of the Church), 
and logical inquiry and investigation.” 

Who, but One, could have awakened these 
feelings in the eminent Fathers of the- Greek 
Church, apart from and without concert with 
one another, yet not less strong when united 
in synod, save the Blessed Spirit, Who bloweth 
where He listeth, but, where His breath is, there 
is love? Nor, in regard to the recognition of us, 
as true members of the Church of Cnnist, is it any 
slight token of good-will, that one Metropolitan | 
consecrated the portable altar of him who travelled 
among them; others ever gave him the sacred 


° Paper iv. of Kastern Church Assoc., p. 10. 
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elements which they had blessed in preparation for 
the consecration, wherewith he might celebrate the 
Holy Eucharist. Had they thought us “ heretics,” 
or our Orders null, this would have been a pro- 
fanation. : 

The like predispositions in the Russian Church 
are attested by the Bishop of Moray and Ross, 
and are the more remarkable because he purposely 
‘abstained from introducing the subject,” since he 
supposed himself to represent another Prelate. 
But he says': “I conversed with scarcely a single 
Russian who did not introduce the subject himself, 
and converse upon it in the most friendly and 
earnest manner.” 

“To understand each other, to learn and know 
the doctrine, discipline and worship of our respec- 
tive Churches, to master such works as represent 
truly and with authority the tenets of our Churches, 
and to abstain in the mean time from all acts 
which could compromise or irritate either: this 
was the desire, and these were the feelings of all 
those with whom I conversed.” ‘These are indeed 
far-off preliminaries; they imply a strange ignorance 
of one another; but they indicate the operation of 
that Holy Spirit of Love, Who draws into one 
those who are far off. The words of the Grand 
Duke Constantine show that the feeling is not 
mingled (as some might suspect) with this world’s 


' Charge, 1866, p. 15. 
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politics. The Bishop of Moray tells us that? “at 
the close of a long and interesting conversation on 
the subject of the Re-union of the Churches, the 
Grand Duke said with much feeling, ‘It is a 
subject on which I have long and often thought, 
and in which I take a lively interest. It is a 
subject in which I think all ought to take an 
interest ; for I am sure it must be pleasing to our 
Lorp Jesus Curist to see any attempt being made 
to accomplish the object of His last prayer, that 
we all may be one.’” “In this feeling,” he tells us, 
“many fully sympathize, and amongst them many 
of the most pious, enlightened and influential 
prelates and laymen of the Orthodox Church in 
Russia.” “*The Bishops and learned men on 
either side,” says the venerable Philaret, the 
Metropolitan of Moscow, ‘‘ may be able to reconcile 
the difference between the Eastern and Anglican 
Churches: but the difficulty will be. with the 
people.” But the people are to be won, not by 
disputing, not in any intellectual way, not by 
circulation of “information,” but by prayers, and 
by the legitimate influence of their own Bishops. 
The exhortations of the Bishop of Moray to his 
little flock to pray for the Re-union of Christendom, 
will, we may trust, swell that choir of prayer which 
has now, for above a quarter of a century, been 
ascending from England. 


* Charge, 1866, p. 19. * Ibid. p. 27. 
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With these large facts from the North and 
South of the Russo-Greek Church, it is evidently 
no indication of its mind that one who appears to 
have been a German convert‘ to it, thinks that he 
has a vocation ® “to build up again the Orthodox 
Western Church, stone by stone, individual by 
individual, congregation by congregation,” and 
that, giving up as hopeless the idea of “ uniting 
the two wholes,” he would begin by gathering single 
members. The policy is at variance with the 
ancient traditions of the Eastern Church, which 
has, as relates to Christendom, hitherto abode 
within its territorial boundaries, converting the 
heretics or the heathen within them, or bursting 
out in Apostolic missions to the Isles of the Pacific 
beyond the Empire, or to the North of China. 
Yet towards the West it has remained unageres- 
sive, not aggravating the evils of suspension of 
communion by the embitterments of individual 
proselytising. Dr. Overbeck, with the eagerness 
of, apparently, a convert, would reverse all this. 
He attacks, separately but at once, the Roman and 
Anglican communions ; hides the central difficulty 
of the “Filioque” under the mere general terms 


* “T found the Orthodox Church to be the only true Catholic 
Church, and, consequently, try to bring about a Re-union of 
the other Christian Churches (chiefly the English Church) 
with the Orthodox.”—Dr. Overbeck, Catholic Orthodoxy, Pref. 
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that we should “pledge® ourselves not to re¢ain or 
introduce any thing Western which the Holy 
Governing Synod does not approve of ;” puts for- 
ward in an exaggerated way the practice of the 
invocation of saints as a doctrine which should 
make those who do not use it guilty of heresy’; 
denies our Orders on grounds upon which neither 
the Eastern nor Western Church would deny 
them’; ignorant, all the while, that he is so far 


° Dr. Overbeck, Catholic Orthodoxy, p. 199. 

7 Dr. Overbeck (p. 44) quotes the statement of the Confessio 
Orthodoxa, p. 800-29:—‘‘ We implore the mediation of the 
saints with Gop, that they may intercede for us. And we 
need their help, not as if they assisted us by their own proper 
power, but that they may apply in our behalf for the grace of 
Gop through their prayers.” This is the practice. The doc- 
trine rejected is thus expressed: “ Especially if we should 
despise the mediation of the saints, we most grievously irritate 
the Divine Majesty, not honouring those who unblameably 
served It.” Dr. Overbeck speaks of this as “a gratifying 
contrast with the tame style and subdued voice of the Roman 
Church in the Council of Trent, which seems to be made for 
entrapping converts, prescribing the minimum and hiding the 
maximum.” To me it seems that while the Roman Church has 
wisely laid down the minimum of what she holds as de fide, 
without enjoining any practice whatever, “it is good and useful 
to invoke the saints.” The Confessio Orthodoxa stops short 
even of this. It states the practice, but condemns only “ con- 
tempt of their mediation,” ¢.e. their intercession with ALMIGHTY 
Gop for us, which no one who believes in “The Communion of 
the Saints” can doubt that they, who when on earth ever 
prayed for their fellow travellers toward heaven, continue for 
us, whey they are themselves in safety in heaven. 

* “ Had Parker been consecrated conformably to the present 
form the case would lie quite differently. But as Parker’s con- 
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doing the work of the Roman Church which he 
assails, and dreaming that the rejection of what 
has been for a thousand years the expression of our 
faith as to the mode of the existence of Almighty 
Gop would be the substructure of this new building 
of a portion of His Church. Blind leader of the 
blind! If any should, in default of more accurate 
information, be shaken by his confident statements, 
it is morally certain that, with the exception of a 
few not very wise individuals, they would not begin 


secration was invalid; the Apostolic line was broken off, irre- 
mediably broken off. The Anglican difficulty lies, if not solely, 
at least chiefly, in the deficient form of Episcopal consecration.” 
—Overbeck, p. 69. And this deficiency he places therein, that 
in Parker’s consecration the words used were “ Take the Hollie 
Gost, &c.,” without those other words since added, “for the 
office and work of a Bishop in the Church of God.” But the 
words “ Accipe Spiritum sanctum,” are not only held by Roman 
authorities to be adequate, provided the office to which any one 
be ordained or consecrated be expressed in prayer, in some other 
part of the service, but the addition of the words “for the office, 
&c.,” is held to add nothing whatever to the validity of the con- 
secration. In Parker’s consecration, all four Bishops placed 
their hands on his head, and all said the words (See Lambeth 
Record in Bramhall’s Works, iii. 205, and contemporary Cam- 
bridge transcript, 2b. p. 212, where the words are in Latin 
“ Accipe spiritum sanctum,” as prescribed in the Roman and 
Exeter pontificals. See Maskell, Mon. Rit. Hecl. Angl. iii. 258. 

Dr. Overbeck states further :—‘ The fact of ‘ re-ordination ’ 
is the final and conclusive verdict on the invalidity of Anglican 
ordinations.” —P. 71. But it has been shown that the prece- 
dent upon which our priests have been re-ordained was grounded, 
in part at least, on the lying fable of the Nag’s Head Ordina- 
tion, and so has need to be reconsidered. (See Haddan’s note 
on Bramhall’s Works, T. ili. p. 114, ed. Anglo-Cath.) 
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the enlargement of their faith by the abandonment 
of that which has, all their lives through, been the 
expression of it, as to one very central truth; and 
even while they believe (as the Council of Florence 
said) that the Greek and Latin Fathers under 
different terms held one and the same faith, they 
would not drop the term which expresses the 
Eternal Procession of the Hoty Guosr from the 
Fatuer and the Sov, or from the Faraer through 
the Son. For such an act would probably involve 
in them the disbelief of the Eternal Procession of 
the Hoty Guost altogether. The Greeks, re- 
taining the ancient unenlarged form of the Creed, 
understand it, according to the traditional belief of 
their great Fathers, of an Eternal Procession of 
the Hoty Guost from the Faruer through the 
Son; accordingly, as containing a statement as to 
the mode of the Eternal Being of Gop. If we 
were to drop the ‘“Filioque,” we should be in a 
different position from those who have never had 
it. In parting with the expression of the Faith we 
should probably part with the Faith itself ex- 
pressed by it; and men would come to understand 
the Scripture term “ proceedeth from the Father ” 
of His mission only since the day of Pentecost, and 
would lose the faith in the mode of His eternal 
existence altogether, probably of His existence also 
as One Person in the Adorable Trinity. 

The great difficulty in regard to the chee 
Church does lie in that almost invincible prejudice 
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which Photius infused into the Greek mind, that 
the Latin forniula “ Filioque” involved the heresy 
that there were two ’Apyai in the Divine nature. 
We know how difficult, or to man impossible to 
eradicate, are those deep-rooted prejudices. Yet 
invincible prejudices are vincible by Gop. They 
yield to His grace. And an “invincible preju- 
dice,” when overcome, opens the soul the more 
readily to truth. The broken barrier becomes an 
opening and an access to the soul. The thought 
that we have been misled as to the belief of others, 
that, with whatever seeming ground, “we have 
done them injustice in ascribing this heresy to 
them,” becomes an acknowledgment which prepares 
the mind to receive all besides in a good sense. 
If the West, or we in particular, were to reject 
that heresy with anathema, at least this objection 
might be gone, and the Greek Church, with their 
strong tenacity of what they have received from 
their fathers, might the rather acquiesce in our 
retaining what we have received from our fathers 
for these thousand years. The other wrong im- 
puted to the West, that it added to the common 
Creed without advice had of the Easterns, may be 
mitigated by the well-ascertained fact that the 
clause came in by mistake, first in Spain, as being 
supposed to have been in the original Niceno- 
Constantinopolitan Creed, and was finally adopted 
in the Council of Florence, when the long pre- 
scriptive use had probably made it essential to the 
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expression of this portion of the faith of the West. 
The mistake, probably, of the Latins at the Council 
of Florence was the attempt to force upon the 
unprepared Greeks the formula which, in their 
minds, was associated with heresy. But it is one 
thing to attempt to force it upon. them, as the 
Latins did; quite another for them to wish to 
extort from us the abandonment of our inherited 
expression of what, when well understood on both 
sides, is the same faith. Increased love and under- 
standing of the Western mind may, by Gop’s 
blessing, accustom them to dissociate the formula 
from the heresy, which every Western would utterly 
reject. 

It is more difficult to speak of the sympathy 
awakened in the Roman Communion, because that 
sympathy has taken two very different forms; the 
one which contemplates only the gathering in of 
individuals, and would reap the whole Anglican 
Church as the sum of all those individuals. The 
other looks to that, to which we also look, the 
Re-union of the whole, only that, naturally, we 
have in our minds definite explanations on all the 
points of difference, which we are convinced that 
they could give (if they would) authoritatively, and 
which, if given authoritatively, we could receive. 
They, since we have not proposed them, have only 
this principle, that they could give explanations, if 
only those explanations did not involve their part- 
ing with any thing laid down to be “ de fide.” 
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These two “opinions” are laid down clearly in 
a recent French work, whose very existence is an 
evidence of the interest felt in the subject in that 
great Church, which is perhaps the more bound to 
us for the welcome given by us to her priests and 
abbés during the first French revolution, when an 
infidel power among them would have destroyed 
them. 

M. Gondon says*: “ We shall be told perhaps 
that the ensemble of the facts and documents which 
we cite do not explain very clearly the ways and 
means whereby the union desired, sought, proposed, 
may be effected. This may be true in a certain 
sense, but (and it is of moment to pay attention to 
it) this is the least important side of the question. 

“When Anglicans and Catholics shall be agreed 
as to the principles, when they shall understand 
one another on the points of doctrine, the Re-union 
will realize itself of itself; and, if it is to be col- 
lective, the difficulties, which may now seem insur- 
mountable, will resolve themselves by a logical 
consequence of the common understanding on the 
fundamental principles. 

‘No one can question but that England is very 
really in the way to return to its ancient faith ; 
but as soon as one inquires how this Re-union of 
the Churches is to be realized, one finds oneself 
met by two opinions. 


® De la Réunion de V’église d’ Angleterre Protestante a l’église 
Catholique.—Avant-Propes, p. ix. 


24 INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 


‘‘ According to the one, the return of the nation 
to the worship of its fathers can only be the work 
of time, and this revolution is to work itself out 
gradually, through individual and insulated con- 
versions, conversions already very numerous, and 
which, in the last thirty years, are multiplied by 
an ever-increasing proportion. This movement, it 
is true, already gives to Catholics a considerable 
numerical importance in the population of the 
kingdom ; but although time is nothing for the 
Church of Gop, this hope dens not satisfy the more 
impatient longings. 

“ According to the second of these opinions 
(which, in the last twenty-five years, grows and 
strengthens), as in 1841 ‘a young member of the 
University of Oxford’ [Dalgairns] said, ‘It is a 
very long work to gather in a nation, grain by 
grain, atom by atom. I would point out to them a 
way to reap the whole kingdom and to gather the 
fruits into the garners of the Church.’” 

Of course, I could not adopt some of this lan- 
guage ; for, e.g. unless “the worship of our 
fathers” included “the invocation of saints” and 
the “cultus of the B. V.,’’ I believe that we have 
the self-same worship which we ever had. I cite it 
only as exhibiting the two aspects which the idea 
of Re-union takes. I might add, as an additional 
ground why the Roman Church, too, should desire 
the way of Corporate Re-union rather than that of 
individual conversions, that people, in calculating 
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the conversions to the Roman Church, forget to 
say where they come from, and also what the 
English Church itself gains from the English 
people outside her. For if the English Church 
gains more from Dissent or unbelief or ungodliness, 
than she loses to Rome, then time alone will not 
exhaust her if she continues to be thus replenished. 
Take that vast field of the unbaptized, the United 
States, where the gains of the Church are more 
visible because there is not that outlying body, 
which hangs on only by an hereditary faith, the 
increase of those won to the Church is very large, 
the losses to Rome are, I believe, very small. 
Even in the late fratricidal war the souls added to 
the Church more than replaced those who were 
translated to the unseen Church above. 

But in whichever way any of our Roman weatieen 
look to the restoration of Communion, whether by 
individual conversions or by Corporate Re-union, a 
spirit of prayer and longing seems to have been 
poured out upon them too; and, while we both 
pray, united herein though apart in communion, 
He to Whom we -plead that same adorable Sacri- 
fice, once for all offered on the Cross, He Whom 
we remind of His own prayer, and long of Him 
that it be fulfilled, will hear us in His own way; 
which must be the best. We must be thankful for 
the prayers offered for us, whatever form they 
assume, because they ask for us the grace of Gop. 

And in regard to the Latin Church I believe 
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that the difficulty of Re-union might be removed 
if the prejudices of a large portion of our people 
were removed. The mass of the English believe 
things to be matters of faith in the Roman Church, 
which, in some cases, are no matters of faith, m 
others are not what they believe them to be. 
There is a great crust of real prejudice which has 
to be broken through, and which might be broken 
through by aid of accurate statements, how much 
is de fide, how much only proximate to faith, how 
much opinion only. I know not whether any 
attempt has been made systematically to do this. 
A class of controversialists is always trying to 
thicken the mist. False imputations are con- 
tinually repeated. A traditional language is, even 
in these days of investigation, handed down un- 
changed by those in whose mouths “ tradition” 
means only what is false. But the interest in such 
anti-Roman controversy has, except with a few 
veteran controversialists, much diminished, in the 
presence of attacks which assail the very principles 
and centre and source of the faith. The last 
year’s active attempt to stir up an “ Anti-Popery ” 
cry has, on the whole, proved a failure. The 
masses will not be moved. It would be impossible 
now to renew the ferment which was stirred up on 
occasion of “the Papal aggression.” ‘“ Protes- 
tantism in danger” could hardly be again made a 
hustings-cry. There may remain a dull, sluggish 
impression among the middle classes that “Popery” 
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is a different religion ; but it is an impression so 
vague, so unsubstantiated, so ignorant, that one 
should hope that clear statements of what is, or 
what is not “of faith” would, as far as they should 
reach, dissipate it. Probably this would be the 
next definite step towards Re-union. 

Remarkably enough, while some Roman Catholic 
organs have persisted in regarding a book which I 
believe (except the recent doctrine of the Immacu- 
late Conception) raised no question as to any thing 
which could be called an article of faith, as a 
systematic attack on the faith of the Roman Church, 
the Review which is the organ .of the French 
Jesuits admitted an article by a very eminent 
Divine, I believe of Belgium, which suggested such 
a procedure. A writer in the Etudes summed up 
thus':—‘“‘ Come what will, it is certain that, to 
unite the Established to the Catholic Church, Dr. 
P. has made considerable advances, such as no 
Protestant pacificator has ever made. Mr. P. 
proceeds with a full knowledge of the case. Per- 
haps no Protestant has studied the Catholic doc- 
trine better than he; and, on the other side, he is 
equally acquainted with the chief doctors of the 
English Church. It is then with full competency 
that he says recently ?:—‘ On comparing my belief 
with that expressed by the Council of Trent, I 


1 Etudes relig., &., Jan., p. 186, quoted by M. Gondon, 
pp. 287, 288. 
2 Second letter to the Weekly Register, Dec. 6th, 1865. 
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thought that its terms as explained by some indi- 
vidual Doctors, yet of authority among you, did not 
condemn what I believed, and did not require me 
to believe what I did not believe. I thought that 
the Council of Trent, so explained, might be a 
basis of union. If I may sum up briefly, that not 
only in the whole range of doctrine on the Holy 
Trinity and the Incarnation, but also on original 
sin and justification and all the doctrines of grace, 
there is nothing to be explained; that on the 
Canon of Scripture, the Holy Eucharist, and the 
anointing of the sick, there is what has to be mutu- 
ally explained; that on what I suppose you will 
account points of less magnitude, as those alluded 
to in our Art. xxii., there will be need not only of 
explanation but of limitation, what is to be de Jide.’ 

‘Here are serious advances, and perhaps all the 
elements necessary to establish an understanding. 
Some changes to be made in the form; some con- 
sequences to deduce from admitted principles ; 
some ideas perhaps to complete would not become 
a rock of offence, especially when evidence is given 
of so much loyalty and goodwill. True, that Mr. 
P. has declared at the same time that he is only ‘a 
simple priest,’ that he is invested with no authority, 
and that consequently he could not take upon 
himself to give the detailed explanations.” 

M. Gondon, who quotes this as well as another 
sharp statement, admits the possibility of gua- 
rantees being given, even while he regards as a 
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phantom the dangers against which I expressed a 
wish for guarantees. | 

“Mr. P. will soon see the phantom disappear, 
against which he asks for guarantees, when he says 
that im case the Church of England should unite 
with the Church of Rome, this last ought not to 
force Anglicans to admit certain doctrines, which 
are taught by its priests and in books of devotion 
approved by the Bishops. He wishes that this 
point should be stipulated on both sides, which 
could present no difficulty. For if the doctrines, to 
which Dr. P. alludes, are ‘de fide,’ he declares that 
he admits them; and if they are not, Rome will 
not impose them on Anglicans any more than on 
Catholics.” 

The same is expressed by a Dominican “reader 
in Theology *,” whose statement is the more re- 
markable as being contained in an impassioned 
appeal to the Russian Church not to unite with 
us ‘, in which he exhibits us to them in an odious 
light, and seems to think that there is no good 
left among us®. Still he invites the Russian 


® Chéry, Appel a ’Eglise Russe et 4 l’Eglise Anglicane, 
approved by the Provincial of the Dominicans in France. 

* One of the approvers calls it “a victorious answer to the 
vain attempts at Re-union proposed by Anglicanism to Russian 
orthodoxy.” He recommends its study to the Russians. 

5 “ Anglicanism has laid aside all Catholicity, we might 
almost say, all Christianity ;” p.60. “The English will not 
remain thus, and, thanks to the principle of free inquiry laid 
down by Luther, will reach the extreme limit of rationalism ;” - 
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Church and ourselves to reunite ourselves with 
Rome. On this point he says:—‘‘ But will Rome 


p. 61. “The [high] Church itself is only a ramification among 
the numerous sects. The general character of all these sects is 
a denial of the supernatural. Rationalism has ended in the 
most absolute naturalism. Nineteen out of twenty Anglicans 
have ceased to be Christians: they do not retain even a gleam of 
faith ;” pp. 61,62. “ For years baptism in the whole territory 
of the British Isles has not perhaps been once validly given, 
since the sacramental form was essentially altered ;” p. 63. 
‘‘ Among our neighbours beyond the Channel, Christianity is 
perishing, faith is becoming extinct, and Anglicanism is passing 
into pure rationalism ;” p. 73. He imputes to us at this day 
Henry VIII.’s destruction of monasteries (an example too 
readily followed in France, Spain, Italy); p. 71, he says that 
our “ missionaries are much more political agents than Apostles ; 
that they seek to propagate English influence as much as to 
extend the Christian faith,” so that “too often the preaching 
of the Gospel is only a means of planting the British colours on 
a soil, and neutralizing the legitimate influence of any others ;” 
p. 57. Under this head he makes us responsible for the pro- 
ceedings (whatever they were), of the Madagascar Congre- 
gational Missionaries; p. 58. He states that we “deny the 
Real Presence,” and “‘ will see in the ceremony of the Supper 
only a sign and a symbol ;” that we “refuse to Mary the title 
of Mother of Gop” (though we receive the Council of Ephesus), 
and “proscribe prayers for the dead” (although even the law 
has owned the contrary); that we reject tradition as an ex: 
ponent of Scripture (p. 62) ; whereas French Bishops, too, have 
felt how sacred the “quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omni- 
bus” has been in our eyes. He tells the Russians, that “ accord- 
ing to an opinion which has become almost a historical certainty, 
the Episcopate has never existed in Anglicanism, since Matthew 
Parker and Barlow, origin of the English Episcopate, were never 
ordained Bishops” (p. 64); whereas the juxtaposition of the 
two names shows that he has never examined the question, and 
he does not know that nothing turns upon Barlow’s consecra- 
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impose certain beliefs, indirectly, which are current 
among the people, and which, for minds educated 
in Protestantism, are especially a stumbling-block ? 
The answer lies in those three words which guide 
the conduct of the Catholic Church: Jn necessariis 
unitas, in dubtis libertas, in omnibus caritas. ‘In 
things necessary, unity; in things doubtful, liberty ; 
in all, charity.’ But how to distinguish things 
necessary from things doubtful? What is only an 
opinion for Protestantism, will it become arbitrarily 
a certainty for the Catholic Church? No! what 
is only a pious belief will not be to-morrow created 
into a dogma’. The opinion of a holy person, the 
thought of a Bishop, even the teaching of a great 
dector, do not suffice to constitute an article of 
faith. ‘The Church proclaims as such only, what 
has its foundation in Holy Scripture, is rested on a 
constant and unanimous tradition, has been piously 
revered in all countries and in all ages; finally, 
which mounts back by an uninterrupted chain to 
the Apostles, and through the Apostles to Jesus 
Curist, Who is the way, the truth, and the life’. 


tion, (See Above, p- 19) though certain. The Prédicateur 
Général of the Dominicans in France has inadvertently pledged 
himself to the exactness of the facts ; p. vi. 

° This assertion has been made in England also. Its expla- 
nation is, I fear, only this, that the creation of any thing which 
was previously held as a “ pious opinion” into an article of faith, 
is held to be a proof that it never was a pious opinion. 

7 It seems strange that a Dominican should write this in 
memory of what his forefathers, e.g. Card. Terrecremata, 
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Notwithstanding her incontestable rights and her 
sovereign authority, the [Roman] Catholic Church 
shows a marvellous condescension and charity for 
those who think not as she does. On all contro- 
verted points she leaves them the power of coming 
to their own conviction, and demands the sub- 
mission of their minds only on the questions which 
have received the sanction of the Universal Church. 
Such, in two words, is the charta which she will 
publish, on the day when England and Russia shall 
think seriously of Re-union with her, absolute faith 
on all the dogmatic points decreed by the Holy 
Councils and received by the Universal Church, 
liberty on all other questions.” 

It is satisfactory, further, to see the doctrines of 
the Procession of the Hoty Guost and the Primacy 
of the Pope “spoken of as susceptible of a good 
understanding” with the Russian Church. The 
terms, then, which he contemplates, must be some- 
thing less than Ultramontanists commonly speak 
of. 

Yet, to judge from the recent controversy, there 
are not a few who practically regard the whole 
Marian system, such as it is set forth by S. Alphonso 
Liguori, or even the doctrine that the Blessed 
Virgin is our Co-Redemptress, as de fide, and it 
has been publicly stated by an American Roman 


collected in evidence against any tradition of the Immaculate 
Conception. Still it is satisfactory to see what we hold as a 
principle acknowledged. 


INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 33 


Catholic controversialist, that the Roman Church 
_ stands so committed to the doctrine of S. Liguori, 
that it must stand or fall by it. And this is the 
point, probably, upon which the Re-union will turn. 
Yet difficulties are no obstacle, they are the invita- 
tion to prayer. 


“When obstacles and trials seem 
Like prison walls to be, 
T’ll do the little I can do, 
And leave the rest to Thee.” 


In one direction only, intercommunion might be 
but too easily restored, because we have every 
thing to lose by it and nothing to gain. Union with 
the Scandinavian bodies there cannot be, because 
they would not give up their Lutheran formule, 
nor should we exchange our Articles for them. And 
so there would still remain two different faiths. 

The English Church and the Scandinavian 
bodies would be two unlike bodies tied together 
(which Gop forbid), not united; agreeing to differ, 
one only in indifference. The Lutheran and the 
Catholic belief are as like two different religions as 
any can be, wherein the belief as to the Adorable | 
‘Trinity and the Incarnation is the same. The 
whole doctrine of the application of the merits of 
Curist to fallen man, and the condition of man in 
consequence of the fall, is radically different. The 
oft-times repeated doctrine of Luther was, that man 
was not only, as our Article says, “far gone from 

F Cc 
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original righteousness,” but that his whole being 
was sin*; that to recover him from this state, 
“The Hoty Spirit worketh faith, where and when 
Gop wills®;” that “the cause of sin is the will of 
the evil, viz. the devil and the ungodly, which, Gop 
not helping them [the Augsburg Confession does 
not say ‘they refusing the grace of Gon, but ‘Gop 
not helping them’, turns itself away from Gop’;” 
the faith, whereby man is restored, is, not a loving 
faith which looks out of itself to its Redeemer and 
its Gop, but a faith which looks into itself, a faith 
in its own assurance. The Confession of Augsburg 
again and again defines justifying faith to be, in 
fact, a faith which believes the man’s self to be 
justified. The contrast does not relate to that 
common subject of controversy, between faith and 
works; for here there is, in fact, no contrast, since 
faith which did not “work by love,” a faith unensouled 
by love, were not a saving but a dead faith. The 
characteristic of the Lutheran faith is, that “men 
are justified freely for Christ’s sake,” then and then 
only, “when they believe themselves to be received 
into grace, and that their sins are remitted to them 
for Curist’s sake*.” This faith as to one’s self be- 
comes the centre of the whole religion. The 
objects of the Word and Sacraments are not, that 


* See Quenstedt, Theol. Did-Polem. ii. pp. 184-5 Witt. 
® Conf. Aug., Art. v. de Min. Ecel. 
A F6-Arti xix, 

* 1b. Art. iv. de Justif. 
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through the Word Gop speaks to the soul, through 
the sacraments CHRIST unites us with Himself, but 
that Gop through them generates in, the soul this 
special faith, viz. that they themselves are received 
into grace for Curist’s sake. ‘That we may ob- 
tain this faith, the ministry of teaching the Gospel 
and of extending Sacraments was instituted. For 
through the Word and Sacraments, as instruments, 
[no otherwise, according to Luther, through the 
Sacraments than through the Word] the Hoty 
Spirit is given, Who, where and when Gop willeth, 
worketh faith in them who hear the Gospel, that 
Gop, not for our merits but for Curist, justifies those 
who believe that they are received into grace for 
Curist’s sake *.” “Repentance,” according to them, 
consists of two parts, ‘the one, contrition or terrors 
driven into the conscience on owning sin; the other 
faith, which is conceived from the Gospel, or from 
absolution, and believes that its sins are remitted for 
Curist*.” They reject those who “do not teach 
that faith is required in the use of the Sacraments, 
which believes that sins are remitted’.” “We obtain 
remission of sins and grace and justification,” it is 
repeated, only by faith, believing that we are 


® Conf. Aug., Art. v. de Minist. Eccl. Art. viii. unites the 
Word and the Sacrament in the same way, “ Both the Sacra- 
ment and the Word are efficacious through the ordinances and 
command of Curist, although they be exhibited through evil 
men.” 

Art: xi. ® Art. xii. 


cc 2 
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received into grace for Curist’s sake’.” “ Con- 
sciences,” they say, “cannot be tranquillized by any 
works, but only by faith when men lay down as certain 
that they have Gop appeased for Curist’s sake ’.” 
“True faith,” as opposed to “‘a historical know- 
ledge, such as exists in the ungodly and devils,” is 
according to them, “a faith, which believes not 
only the history, but also the effect of the history, 
viz. this article, remission of sins, viz. that we have 
grace, justice and remission through Curist. He 
then who knoweth that he hath the Farser propi- 
tious through Curist, he truly knoweth Gop, &c.°” 
“Paul,” they say, “teaches every where that justice 
is not to be sought from our observances and wor- 
ships, which are devised by men, but that it comes 
through faith to those who believe that they are re- 
ceived into grace by Gop for Curist’s sake °.” 
“Christian perfection is seriously to fear Gop, and 
again to conceive great faith, and to trust for 
Curist’s sake, that we have Gop appeased '.” 
Faith is hardly mentioned without this limitation, 
though sometimes less expressly limited to the in- 
dividual. ‘This special faith,” says the Apology, 
“whereby each believes that sins are forgiven to 
himself for Curist’s sake, and that Gop, for 
Curist’s sake, is appeased and propitious, obtains 
remission of sins, and justifies us*.” ‘*We, besides 


SHAStSax, Lb Pao: 
° Conf. Aug. ¢. vi. de votis Monach. p. 31. ' Tb. p. 82. 
* De Justif. p. 58, ed. Tittm. 
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that faith that Gop is, require that each should 
believe that sins are forgiven to himself. We con- 
tend as to this special faith, &c.",” “This (that we 
recel\e remission of sins, &c.) comes to be, when 
we believe that sins are remitted to ws for Curist’s 
sake *.” “ Obscured was the doctrine of grace and 
the righteousness of faith which is a chief part of 
the Gospel, that the merit of Curist be well known, 
and faith which believes that sins are remitted for 
CurisT, be placed far above works. Wherefore 
Paul, too, lays especial stress upon this topic, to 
show that Christian righteousness is something else 
than works of this sort, viz. faith which believes 
that sins are remitted gratis for Curist’.” 

This faith then as to oneself became the end of 
all besides. ‘“‘ Faith,” the Apology for the Confes- 
sion says, “is conceived and confirmed through ab- 
solution, through hearing of the Gospel, through 
use of the Sacraments, lest it succumb when it 
struggles with the terrors of sin and death®.” To 


-* Apol. Conf., Art. 12 de Peenit. p. 134. 

* Ib. p. 185. “ We will add some few proofs, from which it 
may be understood that remission of sins comes not from opus 
operatum on account of contrition, but by that special faith 
whereby each believes that sins are remitted to himself.’ Ib. 
p- 184. . 

5 Conf. Aug. Abus. v. de Diser. cib. p. 27. 

6 Ib. p. 181. “They ought to believe that sins are remitted 
to themselves gratis for Curist’s sake. This faith raises, sup- 
ports, and quickens the contrite, &c. This faith obtains remis- 
sion of sins: this faith justifies before Gop,” &c. 1b. p. 180. 
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produce this faith is, according to them, the object 
’ of “the Ecclesiastical ministry;” it is the end of 
sacraments; it is the qualification for the worthy 
reception of the Holy Eucharist’; it is the essence 
of penitence; it is ¢he condition of justification. 
Without it, nothing avails; it is the substance of 
all, involves all. The real presence of Curist’s Body 
and Blood is stated; yet the benefit is to be, not the 
partaking of Curist, the indwelling of Curist, the 
union with Curist, but that, through faith in those 
words of our Lorp, “which is given for you,” “which 
is shed for you for the remission of sins,” the sins 
of those who believe this of themselves are remitted *. 


" “He is truly worthy and rightly prepared who has faith 
in these words, ‘is given and shed for you for the remission of 
sins.’ But he who does not believe these words, or doubts as 
to them, he is unworthy and unprepared.”—Luther, Lesser 
Catech. Libb. Symb. p. 297. 

* “Scripture teaches that we are justified before Gop through 
faith in Crist, when we believe that sins are remitted to us 
for Curist’s sake-—But CHrist commands to ‘do this in 
memory of Himself ;’ wherefore the Mass was instituted, that, 
in those who use the Sacrament, faith may remember what 
benefits it receives through Curist, and may raise and console 
the fearful conscience.” —(Conf. Aug. Abus. iii. de missa, p. 25.) 
“Q. What does it profit, so to eat and drink? A. This those 
words indicate, ‘For yow is given and shed for the remis- 
sion of sins;’ viz. that by those words in the Sacrament, remis- 
sion of sins, life, righteousness, and salvation are given. For 
where remission of sins is, there is both life and salvation. 
Q. How can that bodily eating effect things so great? A. Hat- 
ing and drinking certainly do not effect them, but those words 
which are placed there, ‘for yow is given and shed for the re- 
mission of sins,’ which words, together with bodily manduca- 
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It is, indeed, absolutely impossible that Luther 
could have believed that we are, through the Holy 
Eucharist, partakers of Curist Himself, since he 
wished that he could disbelieve the Presence of 
His Body and Blood altogether, because it would 
enable him “to give such a thrust to the Papists ;” 
“but,” he added, “I dare not; it stands written.” 
As far as one can think any thing fixed of one so 
variable, one should have thought that his highest 
belief resembled a recent misbelief, that what is 
present, what is received, is His Body and Blood, 
in some way, apart from Himself. But then more 
reverent far was the devouter form of Calvinistic 


tion, are the sum and substance of this sacrament. And he who 
believes these words, has what they say and as they sound, viz. 
remission of sins.” Lesser Catechism, v. sacram. altaris, pp. 
296-7, ed. Tittman; and again, Larger Catech., p. 425, and in 
the Apol. Conf. Aug., Art. de usu sacram., p. 204. “ Because 
in a sacrament there are two things, the sign and the word 
[not ‘the substance,’ or ‘thing signified’], ‘the word’ in the 
N. T. is the promise of grace added; the promise of the N. T. 
is the promise of remission of sins ; as the text says here, “This 
is My Body which is given for you,’ ‘This is the cup of the 
N. T. with My Blood, which shall be shed for many for the re- 
mission of sins.’ The word, therefore, offers remission of sins. 
And the ceremony is as a picture of the word or ‘seal,’ as Paul 
calls it, showing the promise. Therefore, as a promise is useless 
unless it be received by faith, so the ceremony is useless unless 
faith be added, which settles truly, that remission of sins is 
offered here. And as the word was delivered to excite this 
faith, so the sacrament was instituted, that that visible form 
meeting the eyes may move hearts to believe.—And this is the 
principal use of the sacrament.” 
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belief, which denied indeed any Real Presence 
whatever in the Sacrament, yet, disbelieving this, 
believed in something which is real—spiritual com- 
munion with Gop. Both alike were in error as to 
the Holy Eucharist; but the Calvinist believed 
something else which was real, a communion with. 
Gop, only that he erred in connecting his “spiritual 
communion” in any special way with the Holy 
Eucharist; since Ais “spiritual communion” might 
be at any time or place, with every breath we 
breathe. People wondered at the union between 
the worn-out Lutheranism and the nerveless Cal- 
vinism, wrought in “the Evangelical Church” of 
the former King of Prussia. Those who looked at 
the words only of the Tenth Article of the Augsburg 
Confession (either in its original form, or in its 
altered form, if construed in any degree in the 
sense of the original form) thought that the 
Lutherans gave up a truth. In fact, they had 
none to give up. 

It might be almost said that Luther had one 
doctrine, viz. this personal belief as to one’s own 
justification through this act of faith, that oneself 
was justified. He himself said somewhere, or it 
was said for him by Melanchthon, that not the 
indulgences, nor the cultus of the saints, &c., were 
the cause of the German reformation, but the 
previous absence of this belief as to man’s 
justification. He called it “the turning point of a 
standing or falling Church.” The history of 
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Lutheranism has shown; that the doctrine of justi- 
fication which he invented, is the token of one 
“ falling.” 

It is then utterly beside and short of the real 
question to treat of this proposed connexion with 
the Scandinavian bodies, as having for an object 
“the rectification of the Danish Episcopate°®” (as 
the conferring of the Episcopate upon those who, 
since the succession has never been maintained, 
are not even Priests, has been strangely called). 
-It would be the acknowledgment of the Confession 
of Augsburg, as a sound confession of faith. This 
(which some might feel, who would not feel other 
grounds) would be a reversal of the deliberate 
judgment of the framers of our Articles, who, while 
employing in parts the Confession of Augsburg, 
carefully and repeatedly excluded the Lutheran 
doctrine of justification, viz. “that Gop justifies 
for Curist’s sake those that believe that they 
themselves are received into the grace of Curisv.” 
It would also either commit us to other Lutheran 
errors, or to an indifference to error. One Danish 
writer wishes that ‘from the English side there 
had been a clearer statement as to what is ‘common 
Christianity.’” But he assumes two things: 1, 
“that the essential difference is recognized between 
the Apostles’ Creed as comprising the Christian’s 
faith and the two other Gicumenical Symbols which 


® Col. Ch. Chr. 1866, p. 306; 1867, p. 40. 
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more closely define the Church’s doctrines on 
special points;” 2, that the Church of England 
“does not ascribe a fundamental meaning to ordi- 
nation.” As to the first, the Lutherans professed 
formerly to receive the three Creeds. This pro- 
posal holds that the Apostles’ Creed alone, in 
contrast with the Nicene and Athanasian, and so 
not understood in their sense, comprises the 
Christian’s faith; 2, We are, as a preliminary to 
union, to be indifferent to the Episcopal succession. 

The Danish writer, speaking the mind of those 
most disposed to accept intercommunion with us, 
is inclined to admit of “the removal of a real or 
supposed deficiency in the order of the Church,” if 
we will agree to look upon it as nothing essential. 
And in this he speaks what must, of necessity, be 
the mind of the Danish body, so long as it adheres 
to the Lutheran symbolical books’. For their 


‘ In the Apology for the Confession of Augsburg, Melanch- 
thon still professed their “wish to retain the Ecclesiastical 
polity, and the degrees made in the Church even by human 
authority. For we know that the Ecclesiastical discipline was, 
with good and useful intent, so constituted by the Fathers, as 
the ancient Canons describe. But the Bishops compel our 
priests either to cast away and condemn this kind of doctrine 
which we have confessed, or, by a new and unheard of ‘cruelty, 
they slay the miserable and innocent. These causes hinder our 
priests from acknowledging their Bishops. So then the cruelty 
of the Bishops is the cause why the Canonical polity, which we 
exceedingly wished to preserve, is dissolved in some places.” 
(In Art. xiv. Tittm. pp. 157-8.) But in the “Articles of 
Smaleald,” a.p. 1587, Luther took a different tone. “If the 
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symbolical books express their belief, that their 
ministers. are lawfully ordained, that “any pastor 


Bishops discharged their own office aright, and took care of the 
Church and the Gospel, it might be permitted them, not of 
necessity, but in the name of charity and tranquillity, to ordain 
and confirm our ministers, but on this condition, that all mum- 
meries, conjuring-tricks, phrenzies, and spectres of heathen pomp 
should be laid aside. But because they are not, nor wish to be 
true Bishops, but political dynasts and princes who neither 
preach and teach, nor baptize, nor administer the supper, nor 
do any work or office of the Church, but persecute and condemn 
those who, being called, undertake that office, the Church is not 
to be deserted nor despoiled of ministers through their fault. 
Wherefore, as old examples of the Church and fathers teach us, 
we ourselves ought and will to ordain fit persons to this office.” 
(1b. p. 256-7.) _ The supposed grounds for this are given more 
explicitly in “the treatise on the power and jurisdiction of 
Bishops,” also subscribed by all the preachers present at the 
Diet of Smaleald, and received in their symbolical books. 
(Melanchthon, in his Apology, spoke of “our priests.” Sub- 
sequently they are only called ‘‘ ministers.”) “Since, of Divine 
right, the degrees of Bishop and Pastor are not different, it is 
manifest that an ordination made by a Pastor in his own Church 
is valid. Therefore, since the ordinary Bishops become the 
enemies of the Church, or will not impart ordination, the 
Churches retain their right. For wherever the Church is, 
there is the right of administering the Gospel. Wherefore it 
is necessary that the Church should retain the right of calling, 
choosing and ordaining ministers. And this right is a gift 
properly given to the Church, which no human authority can 
take from the Church, as Paul also attesteth to the Ephesians, 
when he saith, ‘He ascended, He gave gifts unto men.’ And 
he numbers among the gifts proper to the Church, ‘ Pastors 
and Teachers,’ and says that such are given for the ministry, 
for the edification of the Body of Curist. Where, then, the 
true Church is, ¢here must needs be the right of choosing and 
ordaining ministers, as, in case of necessity, a layman, too, 
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may ordain;” their practice implies that those 
ordained by “any pastor” can do whatever they 
suppose can be done by any one! To receive 
Episcopal consecration or ordination would only be 
a concession to our supposed prejudices, a removal 
of a “hindrance to Christian union and fellowship 
between them and us, of something which prevents 
the surer and more perfect Church development, 
which, from a mutual giving and receiving, would 
ensue.” Such ordination or consecration of those 
who believed that they received nothing, and that 
they had nothing ,to receive, would be a mockery 
and an unreality. The end proposed is an un- 
bounded vista of future development, inviting us, 
—we know not whither. In this development we 
are to borrow something from the Danish theology, 
for it is to be through “mutual giving and re- 
ceiving.” Certainly no account which we have 
received of Danish theology would make one 
anxious to receive aught from it. 

For Denmark (it was said to me by Danes 
forty years ago) was honeycombed with ration- 
alism; Lutheranism had gone through the same 
phases in Denmark as in Germany. It had 
come to an early death; and then, having existed 
for some time in its mummy state, when exposed 
to the air it had crumbled into dust. “If some 


absolves, and becomes the minister and Pastor of another,” ; 
(Tittm. Libb. Symb., pp. 271-2.) 
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few of Gop’s children are excepted, there is this 
- difference only between us-and our heathen fore- 
fathers, that we bear the Christian name,” was the 
statement of the seven earnest Norwegian preachers 
to Frederic IV. in 1714”. “ Believing preaching,” 
said a Schleswig preacher lately *, “occurs in Den- 
mark only sporadically.” ‘Danish superficiality, 
Danish unbelief, and Danish immorality are now” 
(he says of his own Schleswig) “engrafted into 
the land (through Danish clergy and officials). 
The chief evil is the irreligiousness, transplanted 
from Denmark to Schleswig, and the demoralli- 
zation in its train. Among the Danish clergy 
religious moral conduct is the exception, not 
the rule*.” “The candidates for the pastorate,” 
it is said’, “simulated orthodoxy up to their 
examination, and showed themselves decided 
rationalists in the sermon to be delivered im- 
mediately on the ordination.” ‘‘ According to 
Danish descriptions,” adds Déllinger, “the great 
majority of the clergy there have’ sunk as com- 
pletely into the unbelieving neo-theological views 
as the German Lutheran clergy: they only wavered 
between a frivolous unbelief and a rationalism 
with somewhat more scientific show. Now and 

2 In Hengstenberg, Ev. KZ. 1848, p. 536; Déllinger, Kirche 
und Kirchen, p. 362, calls them “ Bishops.” 

3 In Bruns, Repert. v. 106. 

* Petersen, Erlebnisse e. Schleswig. Predigers, p. 337; Frankf. 


1856. In Déllinger, p. 369. 
5 In Bruns, Repert. v. 105; in Doll. p. 366. 
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long since, the Danish clergy are in the main 
divided into two parties, the rationalist-unbelieving 
and the followers of Grundtvig.” 

The Upsal Theological Review, like the Danish 
writer, proposes “ development” as the hoped-for 
result from closer alliance with Sweden. 

“Far from us,” it says, ‘be an union, in which 
the several Church communities should merge and 
disappear into one another by giving up all their 
peculiarities. But that the several Church Com- 
munions, 07 the basis of their doctrinal Confessions, 
according to the unalterable rule of Holy Writ, 
ought to develope further in and for truth;” in 
other words, starting from different, and in some 
respects contradictory, confessions of faith, but 
both developing. A development from different 
“doctrinal confessions,’ being an expansion of 
what each contains in germ, must, of course, be 
different; as in fact the Church of England and 
the Lutheran bodies have been developing in dif- 
ferent directions hitherto. The conditions, also, 
of development are different; the Lutherans, 
“according to the rule of Holy Scripture” alone, 
z.é. according to what each, in his own individual 
judgment, conceives to be the mind of Holy Scripture; 
the Church of England, according to that same rule, 
but the arbitrariness of the individual mind, swayed, 
controlled, guided by the consentient tradition of 
the Church “always, every where, by all.” We 


agree in first principles (as has often been ‘pointed 
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out) with the whole Church, both East and West; 
for both acknowledge the office of genuine and 
universal tradition determining the sense of Holy 
Scripture ; both appeal to Holy Scripture, as so 
interpreted. The Lutheran and Calvinistic bodies 
appeal to Holy Scripture, only as terested by 
themselves °. 

Sweden, it is said, oe kept out together theology 
and rationalism. ‘‘ They praised,” said Liebetrut, 
“the unity in doctrine, Liturgy, and constitution 
in Sweden. I thought on the unity and the peace 
of the grave-heaps.” ‘ Where does the Evangelic 
Church find words for its sorrow over the sickness 
of her daughters? Is it not as if this sickness 
were already death; as if the whole Church of 
Sweden were under the curse? And if we do 
not believe the former, although we almost fear 
the latter, we must adjure our Swedish brethren 
carefully to observe the time of the Divine 
visitation for their wasted and defunct Church ’.” 

“Religious indifference,” says Trottet*, “has 
gradually abolished the strictness of the old 
manners; public opinion sanctions and protects 
in many cases the most revolting immorality. 
The State Church, unable to keep up society on 
the descent down which it is sliding, seems even 
to hasten its fall.” 


° In Col. Ch. Chr. 1867, p. 28. 

" Hengst. Ev. KZ. xxxiv., pp. 151, 172. 

® A preacher at Stockholm, and pupil of Vinet, in Gelzer Prot. 
Mon. BI. 1858, p. 148. 
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But they too, who are so anxious to see inter- 
communion with Sweden established, would them- 
selves feel that, to make such intercommunion safe 
or desirable, something more is required, than the 
mere fact that a certain body possesses (if it does) 
an Episcopal succession. They would not them- 
selves wish to see intercommunion established with 
a Nestorian, Monophysite, or Socinian body, while 
that body retained its heresy. Yet even on the 
narrow question of the actual succession, the atten- 
tion of those who have desired it has been too much 
confined to its earliest supposed link ; whether 
Petrus Magni (Magnusson) was, as he asserted, 
consecrated at Rome, or by whom Bothrid was con- 
secrated, of whom Fant says, ‘‘a quo fuerat conse- 
cratus, prorsus silent’.” But, apart from this, the 
Swedish body has no priests; so that unless a 
person can be at once consecrated a Bishop, with- 
out having been first ordained a Priest, the conse- 
crations are invalid. The words of the consecra- 
tion itself are chosen to express the Lutheran 
opinion, that the power to consecrate is derived 
from the body of the Church, and is not inherent 
in the Bishop. 

1. Although the term “ Priesterschaft” is used 
of the clergy, the office to which persons are or- 
dained (and that, in the vacancy of a see, at times 


*% 
* De suce. Canon. Epis. Sueciz, quoted by Dr. Routh, in Mr. 
Perceval’s “ Collection of Papers,” &c. p. 65. 
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by Deans') is studiously and repeatedly called 
‘the holy office of preacher.” Those ordained are 
so called and nothing else’. The Swedish body 
has instituted a new order of “preachers,” and has 
omitted the second order, that of “priests.” But 
the invalidity of the consecration to the Episcopate, 
of any one not already ordained a Priest, is the 
general conviction of the West*. No details are 


* Schubert, Schweden’s Kirchenverfassung, i. 175-185; in 
Christ. Rem. xiii, 433. 

* “ After Divine service ended, there will be held in this 
house of the Lorp a regular consecration to the holy office of a 
preacher.” (Notice given of the ordination.) “ Merciful Gon, 
loving Farner, we thank Thee heartily for that Thou through 
Thy Son Jesus Curist hast instituted on the earth the 
preacher's office, and, until now, hast graciously maintained it 
among us.” (Public prayer for “those that shall now take 
part in this office.”) “YT, N., who am now called and received 
to the holy office of a preacher” (oath of the candidate). 
“ Almighty Gop strengthen and help you to keep all this. 
And I, by virtue of those powers which are in Gop’s name 
entrusted to me by His Church for this business, deliver unto 
you herewith the preacher's office, in the name of the Farner, 
&c.” (the words said by the Bishops to the candidates gene- 
rally). After this “the Bishop and asszstentes array the can- 
didates in the chasubles, and the Lorp’s prayer is said over 
each individually with a general laying on of hands.” “ After 
the ordination, the newly ordained clergy receive the titles of 
order (Prast-bref) in which the Bishop attests their lawful 
appointment and consecration to the holy office of a preacher. 
(Christ. Rem. 1. ¢. pp. 4383—4385). 

* “Hoe indubitatum esse video inter omnes.” Vazquez in 
3 p., Disp. 243; c. 2, p. 771, quoted by Palmer on the Church, 
ii. 440. Mason (de min. Angl. Dedic. ad Ep. Paris.) ; and 
Field (Of the Church, B. i. c. 39) “maintained the same.” 
Palmer, 70. 5 


D 
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given as to those who, in the ancient Church, were 
elected to the Episcopate, being deacons or laymen. 
But we know in the case of Photius, A.D. 858, who 
was so chosen, that he went through all the orders 
of reader, sub-deacon, deacon, presbyter, on suc- 
cessive days*. This, which was done to prevent 
his irregular consecration from being disputed, 
shows that such was at that time the received 
practice of the Church. There is absolutely no- 
thing to lead us to infer that the practice had ever 
been otherwise. 

2. The words used by the consecrator, after the 
oath administered to the Bishop elect, are: “Gop 
strengthen thee, Gop help Thee to fulfil all this! 
And I, by virtue of that commission which, in Gon’s 
name, His congregation hath given unto me°, 


* Nicetz Paphl. vit. Ignatii. Cone. T. x. p. 708, ed. Col. 

* See above, p. 43. Baaz (L. iii. c. 19) quotes this doctrine 
from the first Protestant Archbishop. We assert (against ‘the 
Papists’) that this honour does not belong to shavelings and 
anointed alone: yea, as far as they are such, not at all to 
them ; but to all the faithful of Curist, and we say that all 
these are true and lawful priests of the New Testament, to 
whom the word of Gop and all priestly offices are committed, 
and that, of Gop. Which we thus prove. Whomsoever Gop, 
the Faruzr, Son, and Hoty Guost, ¢.e. the whole Trinity, 
adopts by Baptism among the sons of Gop, He, at the same 
time, through the incorruptible anointing, viz. the Horny 
Sprrir, makes them lawful and spiritually ordained priests, 
that (as S. Peter says) ‘They may show forth the virtues of 
Him Who called them out of darkness into His marvellous 
hight.’ Nor can there be had a more lawful and valid ordina- 
tion.—But since the power of choosing belongeth to the Church, 
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hereby deliver unto thee the King’s appointment, 
and therewith the office of Bishop in N. diocese, and 
I put upon thy breast this emblem of Jesus Curist 
[the cross] to be a perpetual remembrance that thou 
shalt preach His precious word of reconciliation and 
holily keep the same; and I also deliver unto thee 
this staff, as a sign of thy right and a remembrance 
of thy duty, to guide and govern that flock which 
is committed unto thee. And this I do in the 
name of the Fatusr, &c.°” After this’ “the conse- 
crator and his ‘assistants’ take the cope, and array 
the new Bishop therein, after which they lay their 
hands on his head’, the consecrator saying the Lorp’s. 


that is ever lawful and valid which she does in choosing ministers, 
from whatever Presbyter or Bishop those elected shall after- 
wards receive imposition of hand, so he be faithful and Chris- 
tian.’—(Chr. Rem., 7b., pp. 429, 480.) This is genuine 
Lutheranism. But it could hardly be said more explicitly, 
that all being alike priests and bishops, nothing more is done 
in ordination than to select persons to exercise an office which 
they, in common with all other Christians, have already. 

° In Christ. Rem., xiii. 482. 

” Ib, 485. 

® Luther first declaimed against the Roman ordination. His 
own unvarying statement was: “We are all together consecrated 
as priests by baptism. Whatever has crawled out of baptism 
may glory that it is already consecrated Priest, Bishop and 
Pope, although it beseems not every one to exercise that office” 
(x. 802 sqq. in Daniel, Cod. Lit. ii. 517). Daniel says, that 
“when Luther saw what confusion of every thing arose, he 
brought back ordination with many other institutions of the 
Church, yet changed and accommodated to the new genius of the 
Church.” But Luther guarded himself as to “the laying on of 
hands,” that it was no spiritual act. “We lay our hands on 


p 2 
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prayer.” How this is to be a valid consecration of a 
Bishop I know not. I cannot but agree with the 
reviewer; ‘the above forms of ordination will neces- 
sarily, we imagine, destroy whatever interest any 
Anglicans may have felt in the Swedish Church 
as a sister inheritant of Apostolical succession °.” 
With all this it agrees, that no sacerdotal office is 
left in the Swedish body. Every thing corresponds 
to the substitution of the office of “ preacher” fora 
priest. The Sunday services are designated from 
their chief characteristic—preaching. “On Sunday, 
in cities, sermons shall be thrice preached’.” In 
the office for the Communion the Lutheran doctrine 
is delivered in the clear terms of the unaltered Con- 
fession of Augsburg; but there is no consecration; 
the words of Institution are said or sung, as teaching; 
but “Whatever wine remains is poured back into 
the vessels, or may be used for ordinary purposes ”,” 
as not having been consecrated. ‘Since 1700, 
red wine is disused, if other can be had,” that it 
may not even seem to symbolize the Precious Blood. 


the servants of the Word, and at the same time make our 
prayer to Gop; but it is to this end, that we thereby testify 
that it is Gon’s ordinance.” —ii. 1972 in Daniel, 7d. 

* In Christ. Rem.; p. 435. 

* “«Tn Stadten soll dreymal gepredigt werden,’ a word used 
throughout by Mr. Schubert.” Christ. Rem.,, p. 406. Luther 
himself called the consecration of a Church “ consecration of a 
new house for the office of preaching the Divine word.” 1546. 
See. in Daniel Cod. Liturg. ii. 557. 

Ib. pp. 411—418., 
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“Absolution” is carefully turned into a declaration, 
_as, of course, upon a general confession there can 
follow nothing but a vague declaration. “If this 
your [general] confession of sins is sincere, if there 
he earnestness in your amendment, and if your faith 
be true, then do J, as a minister of Jesus Curist, 
give you assurance, that Gop, of His grace, for the 
sake of Curist, hath forgiven you all your sins *.” 
This general confession of sins is appointed both 
before communion and in the visitation of the sick’. 
Even the shadow of absolution has been removed 
by the statement, “I give you assurance that God 
hath forgiven you.” In confirmation there does not 
seem to be any spiritual act, except “ the saying the 
Lorp’s prayer, the blessing, and a hymn’®.” In the 
Baptism of Infants, though not a priestly office, 
‘“‘the sponsors are reminded that the child has 
through the fuith of regeneration become a child of 
Gop *.” The Swedish body has even yet retained 
more of ritual than we; but having lost the succes- 
sion and the faith of the sacrament (with the 
power of administering it), it is but an empty show, 
the casket of a lost jewel. It has substituted in the 
Apostles’ Creed, “‘ the Christian Church ” for ‘‘ the 
Catholic Church ’,” and has lost therewith the very 
idea of Catholicity. 

We have had already too sad experience of an 


® Christ. Rem. p. 411. * 7d. p. 420. * Ib. pp. 419, 420, 
16. pi Ale: " Lb. p. 428, 
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attempt to unite externally bodies which internally 
disagree, in the unhappy Episcopate at Jerusalem 
(which may Gop bring to an end!) and its most 
disastrous consequences, both on those who worked 
for Gop among us, and on our relations to the 
Eastern Church. To the Eastern Church it ex- 
hibits us as ready to fraternize against her with 
those whom they have condemned as heretics. In 
Germany it exhibited us as daughter Churches to 
the “German Evangelical Church, the mother *” 
(as the late King of Prussia was pleased to call his 
father’s creation) “of all the Evangelical Confes- 
sions.” In us, we may trust that, being done in 
ignorance, it was not sin, since to the English 
Church it was represented as a means of raising 
the Lutheran body to our own standard of truth, 
and of conferring on her a Divine gift which she 
had not. By Gop’s mercy the proposed scheme 
became as an untimely birth, existing only as a 
living death. But Gop has warned us against 
renewing the attempt. Such an union could not 
bring fresh life to them, but would be too likely 
to bring death to us. There might be a show of 
fraternization with those who never can be one 
with us, and a real rent among ourselves; an in- 
' terlacing with branches of a strange vine, and a 
splitting in two of our own trunk. We could only 


* Eichhorn, Prussian Minister of Religious Worship, in the 
State Gazette, translated by Rev. W. Palmer, Nov. 17, 1841, in 
“ Aids to Reflection,” &e. p. 14. 
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confirm them in error by any alliance with them 
while they retain those errors. We should by this 
—not concord but disharmony—at once be wanting 
in the truest charity to them and in faithfulness 
to Gop, Who protected us from admitting their 
errors. [tis in the interests of true charity that 
I am sure that they who most intelligently value 
Gov’s gifts to us, and thankfully adore Him for 
giving them, and are also best acquainted with the 
real character of Lutheranism, would with me pray 
—“ May Gop, Who brought to nought the building 
of the tower of Babel, bring utterly to nought all 
attempts to connect us with the Scandinavian 
bodies, so long as they retain the faith-destroying 
Confession of Augsburg.” It was not in any want 
of charity that the deyout and loving Bishop An- 
drewes prayed “for the Catholic Church, its con- 
firmation and increase; the Eastern, its deliverance 
and union; the Western, its restoration and pacifi- 
cation; the British, the restoration of things lack- 
ing, the confirmation of things remaining in her °;” 
but that for other bodies he only prays among those 
scattered or in error: ‘Gather those who are 
scattered, bring back those who are. gone astray, 
and join them to Thy Holy Catholic and Apostolic 
Church'.” ‘Truth can never be contrary to true 
charity. True charity bids us pray earnestly to 
our Gop for “ the Re-union of Christendom.” Truth 


® Preces quotidian, p. 80, ed. Ang. Cath. 
MLO. pe £22, 


56 INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 


and true charity alike forbid us to disguise the 
fact, that both Lutheran and Calvinistic confessions 
have errors, of which we dare not partake; which 
while they retain, we dare not cast in our lot with 
them: but therefore pray the more earnestly, that 
they and “all who profess and call themselves 
Christians may be led into the way of truth, and 
hold the faith in unity of Spirit, the bond of peace, 
and in righteousness of life.” © Good Shepherd, 
Who didst lay down Thy life for Thy sheep, to 
Thee we plead Thine own prayer; make us all, in 
what way Thou willest and knowest, visibly too, one 
fold under Thyself, the One Shepherd. What 
Thou hast given us to will, do Thou in Thy good- 
ness perform ! 


E. B. PUSEY. 


Christ Church, Feast of St. Mark, 1867. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


Since the above was written, I have seen that two 
speakers in a meeting of the Anglo-Continental 
Society, have ventured to declare that the act of the 
Bishop of Illinois in communicating the Archbishop 
of Upsal “ has set the most solemn seal to owr in- 
tercommunion with the Swedish Church'.” The 
Bishop, probably, thought nothing less than that 
his act should commit the whole English Commu- 
nion, unless it were repudiated. Since the English 
Church has in no way committed itself to the acts 
of the Church in the United States, still less can it 
be supposed to be compromised by the acts of an 
individual Bishop. It is painful to revert to a 
statement which gave pain at the time (because it 
is true), that the Church of the United States is no 
pattern for us, since in evil times “she omitted the 
Athanasian Creed and bracketed the Nicene.” But 
since the claim is made, that the English Church 
is committed to the act of a single American Bishop, 
and that, because “the Archbishop of Upsal and 
his suffragans, and the Bishop of Illinois with his 
chaplain, have, unchallenged, given to each other 


1 Col. Ch. Chron. 1867, p. 169. 
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the right hand of fellowship,” “the intereommunion 
of the Swedish and Anglican Churches is placed 
beyond doubt’,” the truth must be spoken. Since 
the English Church is not committed to the act 
which excluded the Athanasian Creed from the 
American Prayer Book, and simultaneously omitted 
from the 8th Article the recognition that it 
“ought thoroughly to be received and believed, 
for” it ‘may be proved by most certain warrant of 
Holy Scripture ;” seeing we are not committed to 
the act which allowed the Nicene Creed also to be 
omitted (although I understand it is in fact used), 
or to that which allowed a Bishop to omit the words, 
“Receive the Holy Ghost; whose sins thou dost 
forgive, they are forgiven ; and whose sins thou dost 
retain, they are retained,” in the Ordination of a 
Priest; or to that which eliminated the authorita- 
tive form of Absolution and all mention of Confes- 
sion from the Visitation of the Sick, and those 
other corresponding words in the Exhortation in 
the Communion Service “that by the ministry of 
Gopv’s Word he. may receive the benefit of Absolu- 
tion,” much less is she committed to the act of a 
single Bishop. Rather this Society recalls to our 
minds what we would fain forget, that there is a 


* Col. Ch. Chron. 1867, p. 164. The report of the Anglo- 
Continental Society, referring to this, says, “it will be seen 
that henceforth the fact of our being in fwlJ communion with 
’ the Church of Sweden is placed beyond question.” Rep. 1866, 
p. 46. 
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very grave difference between the Anglican Church 
and that of the United States, and that it is very 
desirable that before any closer union is formed 
with the Church in the United States, what it has 
omitted from the Prayer Book should be restored. 


— 


The commendatory letter of Archbishop Howley 
is of so much importance, as showing the animus 
with which an Anglican Bishop was sent to Jeru- 
salem, that I reprint it*. The English Church 
was indeed neither consulted nor implicated in. 
what was the act only of individual Bishops. But 
the letter shows that even those Bishops would not 
have concurred in the measure, could they have 
foreseen how their intentions would have been set 
at nought. 

“To our most holy and beloved Brethren in 
Curist, the Bishops and Prelates of the Ancient 
and Apostolic Churches in Syria and the neigh- 
bouring countries, William, by Divine Providence, 


* [ have retranslated Bishop Blomfield’s Greek translation of 
the Archbishop’s letter, as being the document actually sent to 
the Hastern Orthodox Bishops. The original letter of the 
Archbishop, as well as the translation, were published in a 
“ Statement of Proceedings relating to the establishment of a 
Bishopric of the United Church of England .and Ireland in 
Jerusalem. Published by authority.” They were republished in 
“The Bishopric of the United Church of England and Ireland 
at Jerusalem Considered, by James R. Hope, D.C.L., 1842.” 
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Archbishop of Canterbury, Primate and Metropo- 
litan of all England, greeting in the Lorp: 

“Tn all earnestness we commend to your good- 
will, Venerable and Beloved Brethren, the most 
godly man, Michael Solomon Alexander, Doctor of 
Divinity, whom we, having ascertained his discre- 
tion and sufficiency, and having judged him meet, 
have consecrated Bishop of the Church in England 
and Ireland, according to the canons of the same, 
our holy and Apostolic Church. And having re- 
ceived power from our august Queen, we have sent 
him to Jerusalem, having entrusted to him spiritual 
superintendence over all the clergy and laity of our 
Church, who sojourn there and in adjacent coun- 
tries. But that no one may be in ignorance why 
we have sent this our brother Bishop, we make 
known to you that we have enjoined him in no wise 
and in no matter to invade the jurisdiction which 
belongs to you, the Bishops, and to the rest who 
are set in authority over the Eastern Churches, 
but rather to show to you the honour and reverence 
due unto you, and to be eager every where and in 
every manner to cultivate diligently whatever pro- 
motes brotherly love, intercourse, and one-minded- 
ness. We are persuaded as to this our Brother, 
that he will ex animo, and for conscience’ sake 
observe these things which we have enjoined him; 
and we entreat you in. the name of the Lorp Jrsus 
Curist, to receive him as a brother and afford him 
all needful help. . 
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“We are persuaded, Brethren, that your All- 
holinesses will receive kindly this epistle, as attesting 
our reverence and brotherly love towards you, and 
the longing desire which is in us, that the laws of 
that ancient love towards the ancient Churches in 
the East, which has now been intermitted for many 
generations, should be renewed; which, if by the 
will and grace of Gop it be renewed, we trust that 
the schisms through which the Church of Curist 
has suffered most grievously will be healed. 

“Having this hope, and paying all sincere honour 
to your Holinesses with all reverence, we have set 
our Archiepiscopal seal to this autograph letter, at 
Lambeth, November 23, 1841.” 


THE END. 
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